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Conoftin fin trurJjn-.nri'tri !y JinJcx tmgifi end docuinrntuiy 
riJn: mnJIc' 1 .' ■■both eiwotw an :Uus\c.not the wal rhrtHuflh an 
eJulKsrcrti’ w-rh at orir/ire. 

:: kxH L*m*r. Jkfcw (l&SW 

Since (Ik Lee a pros, theoems of hjs[cvKJg,rjptiy have challenged the assuinp- 
t icHt t li.Lt the goal of history writing should he the prtgrcdivT assembling 
(rf historical truths" into grind libraries of fact ami 1 nterpittaiion. 1 

I E;ts<Jctt Whin's influential writings «n narrative and hmofiofrapJiiy claim 
rh.ir [hi- work n# t hi; historian has nenr been merely the transliteration uln 
preexistent past into a dneumr nu ry mediu m. Rather, he argues, histcry is 
fundamentally constituted through checiuplormem of historical data into 
rKognlaablt narratives and literary tropes.- Although White's intervention 
initially prenrd mote readily assimilable in the emerging field of cultural 
Studies Chari within history proper, has privilege of narrative marked a sig- 
nificant Lhidlrngs' to [he empirical preteiBiwis of mush academic hittdry, J 
In spite ul its reputation for conservatism and discursive sobriety, the 
discipline of history is tar from mono I if h it. . Ongoing challenges to ho.- 
rork.il rescind] and writing protocols have rcsulnd in a highly divert and 
ch namecally self-conscious array of competing methodologies. However, 
until the early E^Sfos. it was a rare historian who was willing to consider 
wri&usly the significance of film as a discrete and fully articulated form 
of li.istorkigrjphik-.il practice. Arguably, (he tropic convergence of history 
and literature described by White ultimately proved agreeable to histo- 
rians in contrast with the greater threat posed by the dramatic spectacle 
iif [hr history him. I lolly wood's historical epics were and, hit that nut- 
ter, Mill are - known hu rheir factual inaccuracies, character composites, 
and elisions of historic.! I complex it y in favor of plot-friendly corn rLva gees 
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centered on pcrnmalily, ronflkr rnfilutioA, and romance. Although (he 
value of historical filmmaking is often presumed to be its ability to hring 
the past “to life , H a certain dishonesty attends historical narratives- that 
undertake to present the past as an experience that may be recaptured, re- 
lived. or represented. 1 Rut bluntly, the most interesting histones are those 
in which (He past is futlil(nemj]l) understood as a fnrld of discursive and 
policed! struggle"-* text that is Open to revision and debate rather than 
oite that dtlivtn comfortable narrative closure- 

Scsncthdrss, most literary and cinematic histories remain guilty n! 
obscuring the "di«omifvuiry n disruption ind chans"* of the past in favor 
of wdl -plotted narratives- The solution lies not in a rrtteat into mure 
detached or objective forms, hut in the complication and elaboration of 
existing narrative or documentary strategies. Indeed. Dominick LaCapn 
argues that no record of historical events, whether a personal diary or 
a documentary newsreel, should be considered free of its own historical 
consciousness. Even the most neutral among these is always "tcxtually 
processed before any given historian comes to ir. - ”* - If we consider the basic 
condition of h istoHognphy to be an ongoing process of cultural struggle, 
then we muit look for meaning beyond the “footnotes, bibliography-, ,wd 
ocher scholarly apparatus" 7 of professional historians, to the sv-.-ty hjj- 
1 1 >r ica I ev idriice is c ult u rally processed, d iscerr ina ted , and remembered. 

A [though Jl hates- cotit i mie, m a i nsrre am h i vtcirk a I scholarship has come to 
recognise the importance of film in mediating historical consciousness in 
American culture. 

The resulting subdiscipl me of “film and history" has carved a small 
but vibrant niche wrthin academia, Beginning in 15-7 1 with the founding 
of (he specialty iOurn.il, Er/r.u 4t n 4 HitiOry, the past three decades b.ive 
wiinoased : proliferation of .iwsm. iations, publications, and (HlftKtHO de- 
voted to media, and history. In 1974, ihe TV mitiivtiei Knots became the 
most popular television event, and arguably the most powerful historio- 
graphical moment, of its time. 1 Throughout the 1980s, seminal works on 
film and history by L'rrrre Surlier and Marc Eerru'" were translated into 
English, and wen mainstream journals such as the Artwrfat) ffrsfonrj-f 
Renew introduced film reviews as a regular feature. The 199GS. in turn, 
w nncssed a veritable explosion of booh publications on the subject, »uh 
conmbutiofis from both wtil-kimwn historians and trim scholars alike." 

Perhaps the most influential and widely published figure in this 
movement was historian Robert Rosen stone, who, as recently as ec^j, 
was justified in declaring himself the first to articulate the specific char- 
acteristics of historical films r-ither than simply ro treat (hem as i visual 
adjunct (o written history. Rosen stone went on to brenk ranks with his 


incur conservative colleagues ro focus Jiltniion on ;l number of films and 
videos that hr regarded as examples of “post mod ern hisiory.’" According 
To ftosensicne* postmodern history “Tests thr boundaries of what wt 
can say about the past and how we can say it* points to ihe limitations of 
conventional historical form* stijy?csis new ways to envision The past* and 
alters our sense of what it is .*' 1 ftosenstone limned Jus analysts to films 
that share the desire to “deal seriously with the relationship between past 
and present” 1 1 as defined by more conventional modes of history. The rep- 
resentational strategics mobilired by pistmodern history are* he chimed* 
“full of small fictions used* at best, to Create larger historical ‘truths,' 
truths (hat can be tudgrd only by examining the extent to which they rm 
gage the arguments and 'truths' of urir existing historical knowledge cm 
any given topic, -11 Rakojcmk essentially tnnde the argument chat Certain 
films and videos- may he considered works of history because they try 
•with varying degrees of success! in do the same thing* that rejf historians 
do. Postmodern histories* though unorthodox, may be recuperated to the 
extent that they point to histories that ace verifiable through traditional 
means. Thus* ironically, Ftosenstone rcinscrihed these film and video texts 
that he labeled “postmodern" mto a thoroughly modernist [rational, em- 
pirical) historical epistemology, 

In spite of these limitariwis, Rosenstone'* intervention marked a turn- 
ing point in discuss Lob of film and history, which had previously focused 
on (juest ions of factual accuracy in large scale historical epics. At the 
same time, i henries of potmwdemism that were one* firmly predicated on 
assertions about die "Iocs of history 1 ' gave way to the troubling admission 
that in order to be "lost,' 1 history would first have 10 be “found." Within 
cultural studies, more sophisticated models for understanding cultural 
memory emerged in response to experiments with radical history 15 and the 
redefining of popular memory by Michel Foucault and others. 1 * The w cul- 
lure of a-mnesw" associated with unreconstructed Theories of television 
was gradually replaced with a notion of history and memory as funda- 
mentally ”eni angled" wiih popular media,, rather chan antithetical to it.ir 
By the early xppos* proclamations about The md of hisrory - following 
the collapse of the ioviet Union revealed Themselves as cynical prevarica- 
tions when w-hat Francis Fukuyama called rhe ‘'triumph of liberal democ- 
racy arid Capita I ism 1 * 1 ® led to an unprecedented land still tin resol red > eco- 
nomic crisis in Eastern Europe. Under the Tutelage of Oliver Stone and Foot 
Mulder, American preoccupations with history came CO he dominated by 
an amalgam o<f skepticism, conspiracy, And paranoia miJted with furtive, 
lingering hopes in the reliability of carefully executed, scientific research 
methods and tec hnoltigy. 
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In documentary f i I m cheat? of the lySosand i99Q&> already pn^ri- 
oui conneciiCHU between the real world and systems of nfrttefttBtnn 
w«t aggravated by (He irtirodutiun and of digital imaging 

(cthin dngies, The popularity of F,rrol Morri/i The Thin flhrr Uttt lips®) 
revived mice scorned strategies of recreation and sininEilticui in historical 
djOCUnKncaTiei, Souk aficr the Rodney K ing verdict put the final nail irt 
the coffin of visual positivism, the ontological Status of images as histnri- 
cal evidence reached an all-time low, and a renewed critical attention to 
idea’- such as “ performs iv it y" necessitated a revision of Bill Nichols's ven- 
erable taxonomy of docvnuntlty modes. 1- ' With increasing acecss to per- 
sonal computer? and the Internet, databases and digital archives emerged 
as che primary mein* of storing, organizing, and disseminating historical 
in form an on. The logic of the sea re h engine , w irh its ena bl i ng of nonli nea r 
and nonrclrologbcsl narratives, began itiuTiv.it mg more varied kinds of 
historical story telling, resulting in a profusion of tou n tern .it ranves, 
fantastic histories w nh multiple or uncertain endings, and alternative his- 
tories constructed from the point of view of traditionally disenfranchised 
Or voictleW peoples. However, even the mcmt hyperhoik of these works, 
such as the Recombinant E Eistory Protect 's artificial intelSigence upprua- 
tus, TtrmithitTimt, sc-hich generates infinitely customizable historical 
documentaries, rarely snug hr to undermine the grounds of In nor leal 
understanding. Even in the midst of a culture of paranoia, die desire for 
coherent, historical narratives [hat rationalize the present remains power- 
fully seductive. 

In popular culture, postmodernism’* predilection for perpetual pres 
rnmeb resulted in well-known sublimation* of the persistent desire for 
hiseoey iClwmdlfM varieties of kitsch, panttcliE, and nottalgia- However, 
new modes of cinematic historiography emerged most actively lrn:n the 
or bet end of the high/low culture divide. In his 1984 article, “An Avant- 
Garde for the So*,'' Paul Vt'illemen described the goal of ihe avant-garde 
m the 1580s as I paraph rasing Godardf “cinema which doesn’t iusi ask 
the questions of cinema historically, but ask* the questions of history cine- 
iiUtiC 4 Hy.' M A few year* later, Paul A rthu r concurred, tinting that. siiiCe 
tliF 1970s, [he American jivant-gatde had been “incre«mgjy In fuse J with 
a hisHsricizing energy" that represented a break with the previous rhirty 
yet rs of deliberate and insistent ah istorkiiiti, 11 birth Willunen and A rthur 
viewed this “turn to history" in conjunction with a revitalized sense of 
political relevance in avant-garde filmmaking. Nearly two decades later, 
the revision and politicization of history and memory remain frequent 
obsessions among experimental filmmakers. The most interesting of these 
undertake an interrogation not only of the strategies of Jurltciirication 
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dr ploy ed by documentary filmmaking, hi.: r the material and rpi steam ilogi - 
cal premises of history iftulf. The latter pan erf rh is essay investigates the 
range erf possibilities that have cottie uuder innsrigition in the sphere of 
experimental documentary filmmaking, and looks m depth at art example 
erf a “lake’" historical documentary. Jct« l.crner's firufli. 

p — — ■ — 

Thu R*tr1 In fhc Fatca: J«u Lornw's Rums 

lr is -i truism L»r poiiJhHukrii culture that the difference between rruih and 
tiL r.i.™ is not wb.it it used to be. B-ut Ln Jesse l.rrncr's Ruins, [Jits, is inure 
than an. empty slogan: it's a point of departure. R. wi us is a self-proclaimed 
“lake documentary" that exposes the persistence of colonialist ideology 
in prehispanic hiitoriu of Mexico and calls mro quesnon the processes 
by which the disciplines of archaeology and arr history ate constituted, 3n 
Knint^ Lcrncr is as much concerned with historiography -the processes 
of writ mg history— as with history itself, fhe film mobilizes n multiplicity 
of historiograph Hra I and documentary strategics, ranging from J reh ival 
footage compilation anti hidden cmt«T,i interviews to cutout animation 
and fictional reertiliotflr firjj.rji fMits forward :l scathing revelation of the 
racisi and colonialist underpinnings of ancient Mescu merman historiog- 
raphy and offers in its place an enlightened cnrioue and alternate vision 
of iht region’s pair. Ihe film succeeds brilliantly in snatching Mexican 
history from the jaws of colonialist discourse, while simultaneously inter- 
rogating the conventions of authenticity and authority m the historical 
documentary. 

fiwrns is constructed in three movements. The first poses the baste 
(jurstiiNii of Mesoamerican histotmgraphy, dfcbttnking both (he colonialist 
naivete of ninewepth-ctfirury accounts and the arrogance ol the “dcfmi- 
tLv?" archaLobogieal histories written m the i^us and ijyos. The second 
parr of the him dlusi rates what is at stake in the Ei i story of this region, 
and the ongoing instrumental izarion of Mexican history in the interests 
of growing U.&. internationalism during Wftrld Wt.u El. followed by tour- 
ism and other Corporate incarnations of Manifest Destiny. The final 
movement consists of a sustained meditation on ciuest ions <rf originality, 
authenticity, and Competing discourses of art and cuJiufc, as refracted 
through ihe prac tice of forgery. The film’s visual syntax is a blend of 
American avant-garde and essay isrie documentary, combining strategies 
of fou nd-footage collage with a handheld, home- movie vernacular I he 
structure of Ruins is fundamentally interrexrua l„ referencing other his- 
torical texts as well as fiction films, advertisements, music, newsreels, and 


ni»r sjTEcnieir 



K atm i JfHt E.fjrief^ 199 -; 1 


Hollywood team re films. Audiences muse work to nuke meaning out of 
the diverge iusm posit ions and lasers of historical revision embedded m [he 
film , a process ih.rr is consistent with the film's implicit critique of dra- 
matic narrative historiography. 

The Opening sequence in Riding presage* the film's pedagogical Lflien*. 
Title cards identify the- xe-rtiitg a* the Yu^at-an Peiiirt.su la id 193, i, where 
Nylviirius Op Modejv a sorwwhit legendary figure in Maya, archaeology, 
is reaching a Maya woman to speak English. "I he young woman, dressed 
in Traditional Maya garb, stands in front of a pyramid and phonrric a I ly 
pronounces the words -l #e are dirtied as our ancestors were, who lived 
here in peace and contentment Ween hundred years ago." 1 be scene ends 
with a sOrtiev/hiat awkward bc>w toward the tiiintrl, follthcd by another 
title card announcing the film to he a - Fake DocwnBencary* The next shoi 
is a pan from rhe ancient Maya pyramids of El Rli to the pyramid-shaped 
hotels of contemporary Cancun. E'h is opening sequence functions as a 
metaphor for [he historiographical strategies of [he enure film. Past and 
present are dialog realty imbricated in relations of space, rime, language, 
and ideology. To truly understand the past, one mast first grapple both 
with the de-ores of the present a*l With the awkward raeebntiijni* through 
which historical discourse is rendered. 




E : i>1!uw iriji cJii n pti.-.iriiMe, i f^run^litin-iljle ends ftquma introduces 
each of [hr film's, major ’’characters," thereby announcing one of Lemcr’s 
guiding am bigu i lacs- rhe fluidity of fact a nil fie i run in terms of perfor- 
niancc, evidence, .Li! d ducumt-nratiiiii. Ruim-' "elaborate web of inifin'* 
hegins with a sequence of crude, curout inttoMKW, accompanied by 
soicf-ovtf narration from tcVLr.il nineteenth-century histories of Mexico 
.nut Ccru raj America. The animations depict events for whscli no docu- 
mentary record exists— the c-xpriipri.it ion of ancient Mexican objects and 
their installation in North American and turopean an museums. 1 ' The 
animations a re accompanied by inconclusive speculations on the origins 
of die Maya people ijwith theories ranging from the Lost tribe of Israel to 
Vikings and Pygmies I, These histones attempt to reconcile the reputed 
savagery of Maya rituals with rhe magnificence of this people's architec- 
tural and artistic accomplishments. A final voice-over admits that, in the 
absence of definitive evidence, all historians can rely on is “probabilities 
and conjectures' 4 — while, on-screen, the pages of a history boot are sys- 
ttltutiri Ilf shredded, another metaphoric rendering of the historical revi- 
sion that will be enacted in the film. 

Ridrirj borrow! its overall rhetorical strategy from posrccdonial theory 
t< i high tight [hr power retain ui\ implicit m i Ik- giiee of ethnographers and 
in rhe cultural narratives that are rheir stuck in trade, [he film i nip I c it Is 
argues char the ace of v iew mg and ihcortziiyg prim ime " cultures cannon 
cake place outside s he paradigms of colon 1.1 list ideology. And the film ar- 
gues that appropriating (he past to tender it in a coherent, linear narrative 
is equivalent to the cultural appropriation undertaken by the colonizer. By 
labeling the I iloi a UflKt dlttAOCti hiwtll from the profeklfflarit 

histories of visual Anthropology and ethnographic I i I mm atdng. Cruris 
proceeds ro mobilize discourses of documentary accuracy and historical 
authenticLiy along divergent trajectories, a destabilising gesture that leads 
to a reflexive questioning of the filmmaker’s ow n process. Interestingly,, 
Lerner's disruption of the ftCt/littinn binary is only a temporary rhetori- 
cal strategy that allows him to drttiilguish his proiect from the outmoded 
pedantry of the racist predecessors seen in the film, whale eventually com- 
ing around 10 articulate his own revision of the historical record. In spite 
of repeated proclamations that the film, is a “Fake," hy rhe end of Rjiihs. 
a senile old history has essentially been replaced with a smarter,, newer 
one. The difference is that R refers functions as an open rather than a 
dosed text— a text that suggests fissures and contradictions in its own 
argument and ultimately stretches beyond the critique of historiography 
to pose an indictment of tourism., colonialism, ethnography, and docu- 
mentary itself. 
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The story cold in firn'tij is dispersed into a multiplicity of voices, some 
are linked to on-screen characters and rexes while others are presented os 
disembodied fragments, quotations, recreations, and cokes. Lerner’s role 
as filmmaker thus comes to resemble that of it venrnLociujst rather than a 
unifying COntriousncisd 1 Indeed, Lerner speaks from a position of om- 
niscience only in rare moments, through the voice of a female narrator 
who ruminates on the similarities between documentary and forgery, and 
occasional inter -1 itks that remind viewers they are watching a ''fake docu- 
mentary* mack in ivw< In the latter half of the film, Rwfnr becomes in* 
creasmgEy idiosyncratic in the range of voices it presents, eventually quot- 
ing figures as disparate as Ort«l 'Kklles, Margaret Mead, Rr>d ierlmg, 
and Allen Ginsberg. This panoply of voices metaphorically references an 
associative montage of historical consciousness and create* a web of tex- 
tual connections and collisions. I .truer thus establishes a contract with the 
viewer chac is based not on che belief ika* he is presenting eeliahk informa- 
tion, hut on a tacit agreement to collect ively investigate and draw meaning 
from a range of historical perspectives, images, artifacts, and documents. 

The fi rst a nd last sections of the film are anchored by contemporary 
interviews with two individuals representing opposite ends of the spec- 
trum nf historical authenticity- The first interview is with a woman named 
Mafia Eicon Pj( l who k identified as an eyewitne-vs to the nud -twentieth 
century excavation of Maya cities by archaeologists Sylvatlui G, Murky 
and Eric Thompson, speaking to the camera, Pat refutes and ridicules the 
accepted histories of Maya c u It ure, a rguiitg that Motley a nd Thompson 
fundamentally misunderstood: Maya language, culru re, and politics. Fat 
speaks as a cultural insider hut also as a well-informed criric of Motley 
and Thompson's outmoded research methods. Her monologue is intercut 
w ith archival footage of Motley and Thompson presenting their theories 
as well-established archaeological facts, in juxtaposition with PatVcri* 
tiqiLc, however, \torley and Thompson's once authoritative accounts ap- 
pear preposterously speculative and transparently rooitd in projeeiions of 
their own cultural anxieties. 

Interestingly, however, Pat’s analysis is not simply presented as an un- 
problematic correction of the historical record, To undermine the authority 
of her ivumewhar unlikely i testimony, I emcr positions Pat against a rear- 
profeclLiirt screen on which appears a series of images by Laura Gilpin 
depicting -teenes of Maya civiliiiitiori. This strategy 24 lends a highly coit- 
-.iriicted. performative feel 10 ihe interview, suggesting th.u J\i|\ resrimony 



way lx as much irf an artificial potential filet— ti every [King, 

else in rhe film. This layering 0<f dilutees of authenticity tutd artifice under- 
scores Rain* 1 npe rating premise thar (he pan in accessible only r h rough 
accumubred layer* Of historical sedimentation^ 5 awl «*ppttiBf interpreta- 
tion. Historical consciousness, -IS- Wilier Benjamin argued, docs not move 
forward through b homogenous, empty Time.”' 2 * The nonlinear H'Qcmrr 
and cLHirr.tLlictLVry diwtiriive strategics of Ruins function as a metaphor for 
historical sedimentation and (he need to silt through layers of evidence and 
interpretation 10 usidcrMfind both the pjsi .mil the construe ejcmi of history, 
[31 (he la rter pare of the film, Lerner's interest in the relation between 
reality and artifice is most clearly embodied in the heroic, but ultimately 
tragic, figure of the forger. fiinrti tells the story of an art forger named 
Ekigidu Lata who, in the lyAos and 1970s, reputedly created Thousands of 
sculptures Thar came to define the art of the Toronac culture, a pee- Aztec 
society in Memco's tiulf Coast region. Lara's forgeries were so convincing 
that many were sold to museums as ancient artifacts and Lara was arrested 
and temporarily iaited a a lower (rather (ham a forger) of antiquities. Many 
of Lara's pieces, a re now in Slew York's Metropolitan Museum 0 1 Art and 
other hiisEi-prtifileeolleclions— an unintentional jute at the expense of ooei- 
nqilKiin of "primitive"' art. In one remarkable sequence, l.ara looks at im- 
ages of his own work in a coffee table hook called Mdsterpims of Primhiiv 
Art and proudly presents some of his sculptures to the camera, caressing 
them lovingly while the narrator ruminates on (he nature of forgeries, Are 
rhey "worthless emhar/assinents or treasured pieces of art?" 

Unlike the clearly staged interview with Par, Lata is shot rente- style, 
on location in his studio and in The field as he meticulously seeks our exact- 
ly (he right kind of day, tools, and conditions for creating h,is sculptures, 

! ara tells the story of Ins life as a forger m an earnest voice-over, noting 
that, although his intention was not to deceive. Ins work has significantly 
draped museums' definition* uf authentic^. J am is djuimately unapotoget- 
ic about his relic in the falsification of Tocofiac history, remark log simply. 
"It's their problem if they were fooled. I suppose it is a healthy experi- 
ence.” Like Lerner’s film, l.ara’s forgeries transcend the presumed limita- 
sions of their inauthentic origins, What is under investigation is not simply 
questions of truth vs. fiction, hut the uisciruTLons of authority and authen- 
ticity exemplified by rhe art museum and its self-perpetuating- sometimes 
sclfoemng- curatorial practices, Fypanding beyond questions of histori- 
cal talue and authentic icy. ftiuni thus affienhtes a. wichwittg in, hutment of 
the art world's si stems of authority and its claims to cultural rdevancc- 
1 he latter p.irt of Rtutu also presents ti penological exegeses of words 
such as "repnsduction™ and ’’replica,” distinguishing them from "forgpric-s"' 
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K their relation iq deeeptson and Their embe dde J ne hS in the power dy- 
namics of cultural appropriation. The [fade in replicas and rc-p tliiths 
• presented as an Important part of the tourism industry in contemporary 
Mexico) operates through a tacit agreement between buyer and teller that, 
the objects offer primarily symbolic or sentimentat value. By contrast, the 
collecting ofongin.il artifacts by wealthy foreigners (including Nelson 
Rockefeller, whose private plane was reputedly so heavily laden with 
Maya sculptures that on one occasion it was unable to take off! constitut- 
ed a clear gesture of economic and cultural exploitation. The irony that an 
unknown percentage of the artifacts collected under the'* circumstances 
were forgeries is not lost on Lfimer, who positions this fact among other 
discourses of resistance and tactical response to U.5, Cultural hegemony. 

In What appears to he a hidden -camera interview, a replica seller insight- 
fully (hcorian that U.S, residents arc interested in the indigenous cultures 
ot Mexico because the former ate a natural of immigrants with no teal his- 
tory of there own. This f leeringly incisive moment of nonexpert analysis 
throws into relief the convolutions and pretenses of academic bed history 
and its endless revisions. 

In R wins, the overt parallels between the art forger and the docu j 
merits ry filmmaker suggest that fiction and artifice may come closer to 
“staging the real" than to the faithful reproduction of documentary facet. 
The film argues implicitly ihai histories that are not subject to revision 
and debate are thereby drained of their dynamism and cultural relevance. 
More, static histories are removed from the arena of politics, where mean- 
ing is formed in relation to the needs of the present and desires to trans- 
form the future. The concept ion of historiography deployed in Rums does 
not simply recover or preserve a factual history, but actively engages in 
the conflicts and uncertainty of the put. Historians should not under- 
stand tht mse Ives to be tonttraiiipd by the impossibility of total historical 
preservation. R.uhrr, Riant demons! fates, they may be equally freed hy 
this apparent shortcoming to consmicr j relationship w irh the past that is 
imperfect and imprpv isarionaL and to understand "history" as constituted 
through m-ulriple voices and cascading layer? of meaning. 

It is axiomatic no this discussion that iriost commercial history film's 
have asked tots (title of their audiences, presumed too little knowledge and 
sophistication, and offered (Ob hi tie in thi- w,ay ot i-ns ight and relevance 
about the past. Mint Holly wood films, to put it bluntly, construct their 
audiences primarily as eoiKumcrs-borh in the obvious economic sense 
and ideologically- as The generators of predetermined emotional response* ; 
receptacles and spectator 5 racber than, producers. actors, or agents ot his- 
tory. As films like Runts show, the first step toward a mote supbisiicared 
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